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of activ it ies in or der to .resOlye the sixna ti on , pisriists i n 
oBtsining a solntioii.^ana^^^^ as . 

effect ive^and self -sat isfTtng ianner. \ sia£*projactiye' instlrilent 
cohsisti4er of ' 3«i septences thit pose the foilot ing fi^te types of 
probieis was defelb^pedi "^S^yeient^ in^terpersonal reiatioas»_ 
authority, aagressionv and antiet y* TjSfe instruseint is s^ted by 
categorizing the respbnsesj accof^ as byert . 

prOblea solying^ emotional ezpressiyen^s^ aggressiVe response* and 
a^.teipt to contr ol affect. The categories are then eiRiiuatiTeiy 
^aled^on the diiTBff^ions of confrontation, engageient, an4 coping 
ef fect iyeness, TO assess coping in .mdultff with this instruient» a 
gr;oup of college woien, ipstiy jui|ior and senior educatioi iajors^ , 
were asked to coiplete the^instruieat on two occasions five weeks, 
apart, is well .as to coiplete^guestibnnaifes §bbut achieyeie^t 
abtiyttibnr personality character istics^ 

ir tefaction styles it was found^that. the instrusent Vis reliable and 
has utility for the assesrfaent of coping- Sdditionally^ it was found 
that woae^ whplwere^ pursuing a .sopewhat typical feiale occupational 
goal feieientary and^ secondary school teaching ielonstratB a br^ad 
ranae of* coping, froi highly adaptive probiei sbirtng 
adaptatiofi, noncbpingj^^ or ivbidtnce, idenial^ copers^ exfiibitei 

work yslues assbciated wit%|ig5 acfieyegent:? and personality - 
characteristics such as iJsteTnal CS'i - ' 
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Rosenburg, & Peariin, 1961). Ilie' sthlay -of college students 



has exhibited many of the same prbbT^e^ .t^^^^Sve a|4>e^e^^ 



l^t ta , precisely what 



The foUdwing 



. in the study of coping* There is li 
is meant by coping and how best to 

presentation wilt discuss a pTocess-ihkot^^'<^'copij^'d0i 
by Robert F. Peck, present irifoi^at ion regarding tht- dlvelopment of an 
instmmeQj;, and partictilatly addressV sbmfe/data coi^cefning the manner in 
which college women cope, -— . : / 




Most, of the coping research has . been directed towaiad the iinderltand- 



ing of what happens to people when catastrophic events occur such as 

K ■■ ■ ■ ' -J ■ J.I. ' .: ' . . 

major illnesses,' naturai 4isastfrs, etc. Whii 



iis wdrk has revealed 



much about: the resources of persons, it has d6n& little to explore our 
undersl:anding of how people manage e^TSryday stMsses kijd s trainis . Rec^intTy 
several researchers (FoUdnan S Lazarus* in'priiss; Pearliri & ScTiooler, 



Symposium^ G.^fs^e (Chair) ^ x:allag^ . S£udeiit Coping ; Review and Update , 
presCTted at ^e annual meetings _ of the American Psychbibgicai Association,' 
Montreal, Canada, September^ 1980. • 
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,.19783 have begun to explore the Wei^d^ tjrpes' of stre^^ 
aid Lazarus (in press) have explored both tlie causes stress and the 
methods txsed by middle-aged adults to^^bat the stress, ^^ewise^ 
Pearlin and Schooler (1978) /deplored; ggi^ys in ^/hich-peopie meet the 




challenges presented in work arid inter^j^^f^ relations. Both of ' these^ 
studies indicate the need to- explore normative stress, more ^thoroughly. > 

. ' Msb,'iiiuch of the coping research has been focused on particular 
traits that help to make a person withstand str^^ Cci.f. Lazarus^ 19785..' 
Recent theoretical advances indicate the need for researchers to 
consider ^a more prpcess-^bri^ted' conception of^ the coping with an emphasis 
on the transactions between the person and situations ..(Coyne & La'zarus^^ 
in press) . * ^ . 

ebnsidering Lazarus' conception of coping there are two broad , • 
phas^^ The first consists of apprais5^ of the stressful ev^t; Several 
decades of research by Lazarus and his c611eague s_(see Lazarus, 1978 for 
review) , have demohstrated the. fiportance of this appra^al phase to stress 
management. The second phase has received less attention- until recently 
but consists of what the person does following the initial assessment 
of th^ situation » that is ^ now that the person recognizes -that some^ 
problem exists,, what resources does he or she possess to manage the 
situation. Lazarus has called this phase secondary appraisal. It is- ' 
this portion of the coping sequence that is the^ heart of the matter; • 
it is at this point th^t those who successfully manage the stress ,are 
distinguished from those who fail. * ' 
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\z In- cbnsi^eratibn b£ this problm manag^ient phase,- Pecic (1967; 
has suggested ^ optimal coping strategy that •describes a^ ^ 
sequence of steps through which persons proceed in the. rel<jflutibn of 'a 

^J>rdblem situation • ThCJersbn gbin^^ • ' ^ 

process^ cbnfrbnts -the prbblem, Attempts one bf several types of 
activities in brder to resolve the situation., persists in obtaining 
a solution and generally resolves the problem in an. eff ectivaa and self- 
. satisfying manner. 'Similar to other prbblem^-sdlving-^bn^ of 
:. mental^ health (e.g.^^ JaJibda, 19585, success is linked to the person's 



use of itiX^X-ype of strategy rather th&' siniply to a saccdssful outcomes. 

— -- ^--^ - - ' - ■ • . 

That . is ; those . peo|xie who use this type of confront irig, . engaging, 

persistiiig approach to problems will generally be more healthy. 

Si response to the need fbr a clearer undersl^ding of normative ^ : 
^ stress and ithe thebretical necessity of a process-oriented'conception" ' 
bf coping which focuses on what people do about the sfcressful situation^ 
an instrument -was developed to assess this coping prcxcess. ,'The instru- 
tnetit is a semi-projective test consisting bf thirty-foSF (34) sentences'' 
that posi one bf five types bf pfbblems. The arbbl^ areas ate achieve-: 
mentV interpersonal reiations-^^authority, aggresSlSn, and anxiety. 

Table. 1 gives , examples of items in each jof the areas. In each ^case the 

^ . . . ■ . ... . ■. II - _■ ■ - _ ■ ■ 

participant is asked to write how he/she would manage the situation. 

. ■ ■ •. ■ ' ' . . . *. ■ 

This instrument is scored by caitegbrizing the responses into bne 

' ' _ t ■ ■ * ■ • ■ 

u"- - T r _- \-- ^_ ■ . ■ _ ■__ : ' : 

bf thirty-five ^5) possible types of answers, these categories cotjsist 

b^ stxcft things as overt problem solving, emotional expressiveness, 

agsressive response, attempt to control affect ^ etc. Table'.2 gives 

exaiAples'bf soine of the categories. Fbllbwing thiis procedure, the 
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categories are thai evaluatively scaled " on the dimehsions o£ cbnfronta- 

tion, eigagem^t, and. .coping effectiveness. For ex^ie, in achievement, ' 

. » • . __ : . . ■ ' j ■ : . . . \. ■ ■ ■ ■ 

responses, such as "try and' get the work dpne" would receive high 'sciares .;. 

on all three; (liiSensions- ^ereas "f eei badV vould g^t low scores. Thise 
scale scores i can then us^d to, ccApute scores for each behavior 
area and overall scores/ can be on cbnfrbnfcatxon, .engagement, and coping - . 
effectiveness. Additionally, a fre^uenc]^ count is don;a so as to 
detemiheT^copa^ style score on each pfi the fi^e -dimensions. These 
/include: Solver \~ attempts' to correct the prbblem situation. Non-copers- -- 
avoiding, procrastinating the situation orj other ^non-problem related actions 
Control ^ Mf^ct ~ attempts to alleviat^ negative motions. Aggression ~ 
verbal and physical attacks on persons, objects or self , Expression of 
Mi^cLt — expre'ssionsr of anger or anxiety! in the* face, of the problem 
situations ^ / i ; . 

In a first attempt to assess coping in adttits with this instrument 
a group 6f college wpnren, mostly juSior'and senior Education majors^ were , 
selected for study. Thii' group of women -was asked to complete this ' * / 
instrument on two opcasions, five weeks apiart,-as well as to complete 
questibimaires about achievement motivation (Work & Family Orientation) ^ T 

personality characteristics (Views of Lif e^ , and their interpersonal \ ' 
interaction style (Structural Analysis of Social Behavior).' Grade Point ? 

Averages were also (Obtained. . 
Initially, the reliability of the 'instrument was examijied. (See 

Table 3.) -A reliability of 87.5%; was .obtained by twb coders of the " ; 

data after several revisions^of the coding Manual. In regard to internal 

consistency,- the overall confrontation, engagement, and coping effectiveness 



scores were ;65, .64, and .71. The on ternal consistency for each 

behavior area was .79, .76^.76^ .75^ and .77. Tesfi^retest 

. .1 ' • ' _ '_ - ■ _ _ ' . _ _ _ • 

reliability fdir the, overall scores v^as .66^ .59, iand .71 for cdnfroi*^- 

tatibn^ engagement • and coping effectiveness, respectively Andiii^ test- 

retest reliabJIlities ^ere iij4, ^37^ .65, ..46, and .52 for each of the 




five behavior areas, achievement, interpersonal relations, auth<w$.ty, 

- -■■ ' ■ ' - _ - - >^ -' 

anxiety, and aggression, respectively. .Test-retest r^iability for 

\ ■ - ■ _ . ' ^i* ■ " . 

coping Styles was .59, .37^ .77, '.70,' and .58 for Solver, Non-coping, 

- ■ k . 

Cbntrbl.of Affect, Expressive of Affect ^ and Aggression. While the 
test-retest scores ^or the behavior areas' are somewhat weak, these scores 
represent some re^otiable hope considering the hombgetibus populatibn 
ani the relatively few items per scale. . 

- • — . ... _ _ ' ^ 

•In addition to th^; reliability, the correlations of these scores 
with those from the other instruSents offer some insight into the utility 
and explanatory value^ of this' ins trtiment. It was hypbthesized that 
thpse college women whb cbped well would show success' in school and wou|d 
have achievement values in terms of mastery dind :wark; and that they 

: v _^ ■ ^ - ■ . \ 

would place value on- work rather tfian money or power,, and wotild have 
high educational aspirations. They should also have atj internal, sense v * 
of control, high self -esteism and be self-initiating. In terms bf inter^ . 
actional style, the^e pebple wbuld be expected to be aff iliative and 
. autbnbrabus in their relationships. The results to be presented bear 
out many of these h3rp6theses. 

In table 4 one finds the correlittions between the types bf achieve- 
ment mo tivatiotv and the coping scbres. In this Table ^ can be seen 
that coping styles are related to achievement, mbtivacioui As predicted,. 



ErJc ' ' . • "6 



high soiver scores ate pdsitivei^ co^elated with -mastery and hird 
work orxentatidii^ Likewise^ non-caplng scores are negatively correlated 
with the. mastery and work orientations. The l:craipetitil^^bt£l^ T 
is cbrreiated positively with aggre^^ 



negatively with control of affect and non-coping.^' High. scores on- 
aggression are also negatively correlated with concern about the 
. negative impact of achievSent on- personal* relationships. The total 
.confrantat ion, engagement and coping effectiveness scores are related 
^to mastery but only marginally. It ±s also sbniewhat surprising tfiat : 
coping with task achievement was not mbre highiy related to mastery and 
work. 

In Table 5 the correlations among several attitudes toward work an.d 
family are presented. These^appear, ^ighly related to coping arid provide 

some insight into the value systems of good cpper^.^'The ^pattern of . 

' . - ■ . — — — - , - ■' ■ ' .'■ ■ ^ ■ ■ - 

findings across all of the variables is quite simiiar. in genetalr 

'. . - - . . '. 

valuing prestige and good pay for self or spouse are negitix^y correlated 

. ._ _L j . . _ _ ^ , ■ 'i . . 

with good coping. Also, the more ^children desired, the less the coping 
effectiveness. Those values that are positively correlated with coping 
are high educational aspirations and valuing t:areer over family i These 
values indicate that those women who cope well are not particularly 
brienteci toward money or prestige, but do value -work an^pursuiiig an 
educati^. , 

Further exploration of the coping styles' and these attitudes is 



presented in Table 6. The solver style again is correlated with 
educational aspirations ^d valuing wor| ove^^family arid riegatively. 
correlated with the desire for prestige br:money. The dbntroi of affect 
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style has similar cprrelatidns in regard to prestige money, vbtit ' 
? is not positively correlated with the. aspira£lons or valuing of work. . 
the aggressive^styie is positively cdrreiatedf^^ the desire for 

■'■ - • \ ' - : ■ I . . - 1 - ^ ' ' , - .• ' 

^_._PK?_?^ig? jf^^ J^9^^ self and Ip buse and with the dfesire^ forr: sgouke * ' 'r - 
- have a well-paying job. The most interesting contrast is the exact , 
opposite relationships for thfe expressive style of coping. Those persons- 
with high scores on expression of affect as a style of 'coping had high 
scores on the desire f oi^-lpbuse ; to have, a prestigious and well payfiig : ^ 
job and was marginally related to having a well paying.. job themselves. 

— '_ : _ _: \ _ _ '_ . . 

These persons also wanted more children, tended to have lower educatibnal 
aspirations and valued family over work. The expression of affect style 
could be called th^traditidnal" female response to stress. Iris 
interesting to adte that the attitudes and values of these persons also 

. seem to fit a traditional* pattern. • .-'^ *. ' . ^ 

■ ■"■ ..." ■ .:: \ " 

; The relatic(p:ship between pe^onality variables -arid coping was .also 

^sessed- These. results appear in Tables 7 and 8. v Coping- was generally 

expected *to be positively related to these /personality ^dimensions. While 

the results in/Table^:J<±S<iicated this was geSeraily the case, there tias 

not! as much, relationship, as might be^ expected. The" relationship between 

the coping scores in e^h behavisr ^rea and the p^fsbtiality measures 

was strongest fcrc interpersbnai relations and task -achievement. Those ^ 

persbtis whb coped n^ll with others ha$ an internal. Ibctjs of control, : 

confronted rather "tfa^ avoided fcc^les^ and initiated action toward 

the iesoiatiou of a problsbl They" prefeerred to do something rather 

than fant^ize about a situatioti andfchey expressed their feelings. 
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^ditionally, they had high self-esteem and derived' satisfaction from 
• ipastery.^ They <Jid not exhibit the charaQt eristics of inteiiectuaiiy 
j;^ spX^^ problems. Those persons who coped well with achievement 



. .. v , ..v ; -ed-3oiiit±pti3 -taiproblem^^^^ and- were 

self-starters . These persons also had high self .-esteem, believed the 
world was complex and derived s^tisfactipn from mastery. For the total- 
coping Scores the most nbtibje relationships were the correlations of 
\ • internal -Ibcus^ o instrximentality, and Satisfaction from 



mastery with each ,df, the coping dimensions of confrontation^, engagement 
coping effectiveness. T^le 8 illustrates, the re^lationship ^bng 
personality characteristics and the coping styles." it is interesting 
to note the contrast between the solver and expression of affect styles, ^i; 
. Tho'se . persons with high solver scores had higi^ internal locus of ' cbntrbl 
t ^ Scores whereas the expression of affect |tyle was negativel;^ corf elated*' . 

The instrjimehtality- fantasy dimehsioh yas .als'o p^ositiveiy related to'^ 
solver and negatively related, to ocpression^pf affect indicating that : \: 
Solvers were now, oriented toward the "i>rdbl^ and; the affective reactors . ** 
were more likely to fantasize. Sbjvers were mbre likely to* control *i i^**'- 
affect and one might expect the expf essef s were- m^re likely ta express - 

' , their affect. Solvers received higher "icor^s^ thaai^the' express ^tyled><-'' 

^ ^ - ■■■ • '--\ \ - ■ 

"/persons on satisfaction from mastery*. These resultsr again, pbint biit the 

y .: ^ i ^ _• \ _ _ _. ' . ' _ _• 

opposite react xbijs and approaches taken by persons With these -different " ' 
styles of cbpihg.' . . _ ' - [ ... * * j 

; Coding and achievement were; also compared. Table 9 shows the 

• - ■ . ■ •■ • 7 ' - 

* • • correlation between GPa aiid^the cbpihg scores. . the most surpr-isiiis/^ . > 



finding "was the lack of correlation between the total coping 'scores i 

■ - -- * - - ' ' • ^ ' ^ ^ • . 

and GPA« Also, coping with task achiev^ent and (SPA vas "^not signif- 

*- - - J _ 

icahtly related* The solver style, however, was significantly. correlated • 

Tbis_lact :of s 1 gn 1 f t canr xeiat l o i ish ips^^ «ay ie due to^t^ie r^strict^ :r = 

range .of the grades or possibly their lack of true representativeness ■ ^ 

of these persons* achievement levels. Further research is needed to 

* • ■ 

clarify iSis relationship. . ^ 

-■ ■ • ] • 

The relationship between coping and interpersonal styles of 
^ sociii behavior are pre^:ented in Tables 10, 11, and 12. Table' 10 shows 
t^e relationship of the total coping scores to tSe various dimensions i 
*bf interpersonal- relationships. It was eacpected that those peapie with 

high affiliacion and auuorfomy scores would be good copers. The correla- 

• . _ .... _ _-. 

-tions' for aff iiia,tion and ,^bping Ijear this out , ' but the autonoiiiy scores 
"^re .not cdrreladed with cdpT.ng. Whether one is.;d6niihant or submissive " 
appears uurfelated to coping. Looking at social interaction, 'those * 
:aspect^ihat are high on affiliation, sucK as ..encourages ftien<ily 

autonomy and friendly infiuence, are positively relat^d^td bbpihg^'and' 

._. _ -_ , ..^ ' _. ^_ 

those- aspecjts that are low" on affiliation,* ihvpke hostile autonomy and 

hostile T>6wer are negatively correiated witR coding. A^simii^ pattern 

Of f indites is evident in Table 11, specially in the interpersonal 



relations, and authority areas. As might be* expected^ coping in task 

__. I •__ ^ ' _ _ _ \:._ _ ' ■ ; _. _ : _ 

achievefflend is tnirelated.td interpersonal ^styles. In Table 12 the coping 



^ . style variables and their relationship ?o interpersonal' styles are 
shown. The solver styles is quite similar to the previous copings 
variables with affiliation 'being strW The expressidti df 
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>#. ^ af£e£t stjd:^ 8ho\i« a generally opposite pattcrxr of results in * • 
- : c^jiparison c<t.chc solver dimension. Affiliation iS negatively cor- 



t ' : ' related with l>lgh scores on. this sty^'eV • Oppressing self and invokirvg 
^ -^^ _A>Qst ill_4uto no m^^iir-po ^ expression- of - 

*^f^ct. One couid^ speculate that this type of expresstvl^ty tefidS to 
.. Bvoke anger and frustration in others. : The other styles of non-coping, 
, / cbticroi of affect and aggros ion jeach sHow their own unique ^terri of • 

relationships with interpersonal ityle factors • 

* ; • ■ ■ - T . . • ' ' • : • ' ■ " - ' - . ' ^. • » 

' ' \ ' Th^ results of ^his 'study indicate the Utility of the Sentence 

- , ■■ ^ ir . ' • ••• 't ' _ ■ * ' . * 

, , eompletion instrtanent fdf the assessment of cbpiog. : The scores arev - 

. • reasonably stable 'and internally consistent indicatingvtSat: i'h^ instru- 

mcnt; obtains. at leSst the minimal requirements for pSiychbjxi^eal * 
* ' '- ■ . ' . . - ; •* • • , s ^. ■ • - 

. assessment.--. Add^itionaily, the data provide some insight intdVthe coping 

I . . styles of college women. While 'those women are pursuing'* somewhat 

typical female occupational goal, elarfentary and secondary scjiool * i ^ 

' their copittgr.behavior indicates that these women present a. ^ 

, " • • ; ■ ■ ' ' >■ ' * ^ • " 

^. "i^o^ range of ?:opiflg, from, highly adaptive: problem solving to marginal 

adaptation, mon-copittgi or^avbidanceV dehi'al, ; ^c;. 'it is interesting 

to note that the good copers exhibit work values associated with high ^ 

achievement^ and ^personality characteristics, such as- ihtetn^l locus 

of control, that are generalLy related tb*^gbbd adjustment. :the con- 

• t tasting pattertis^c^ results" between the sol^'er and expressive • - / 

. . orientation suggestsc the heed to explore further the causes and 

V consequences of the failure to deal ratiotuflly with prbblem^.l This 

\ stiidy lay^ the groundwork for" the^fiirther exploratibh of coping and 

*iti. reiationship tb successful \ . 
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^COPING BEHAVIOR PATTERN OF COLLEGE W3MEN 

Several exceiient studies have been done which describe the 
cdffip^ent,' effective behavior that students use to adapt to college . 
CSiiber^.^H^burgy Cbelho, Murphey, Rosenburg, & Pearlih, 1961; 
Chicfceri^ig, 19593.- ^ these studies researchers hav^ fbSfid tSat ^he 
j^SeadSic and interpersonal asrpe^ct's of college, are the ttoublesbme areai 
for most, students; Semi-prdiective methods and interviews have been 
the inbst frequently used instruments in these- studied ^ yet Cbel'Ko et. / 
al.^(19S9) have noted that a heed exists for improved ihstfuments to 
measure student coping behavior patterns. 

"Peck and associates tl979.) , who have extensively measured the 



cdpiiig behavior of school children, recently revised their instruments 
to measure cblleg^ student coping.' Five problem areas ^ of college life - 
task achiev^ent, interpersonal relations, relations with authority, 
aggression* and anxiety — were chosen for study. Students V effective- 
ness at handling these problems was measured by an Adizlt^ Sentence 
Cbmpletibn instrument. The. reliability of this instrument ras ^||^ssed 
and this coping measure was vaiida:ted with measures of (ij academic 
aqhievement (GPA), (2) abhievement motivation (IJbrk and F 
Orientation Questinnaire)^ (35 persbhality characteristics. (Views- bf - 
Life)^ and (4) social interaction style (Structural Analysis of Social 
Behavibr) . • * • ^ 

Goliege women, mostly junior and senior Education majors, were the 
participants in this study. Thrbugh a series bf planned cbrrelatiOns 
coping behavibr patterns were related to the bther measures. 



the results of thi^^tuiy indicate the utility of the Sentence 
&)mpletion instrument fdt the Assessment bf^cbping. The scores are 
reasonably stable and internally consistent indicating that the : 
ihstiumeut obtains at --least the minimal requirements for psychological 

assessment. Additionally; the data provide some insight into the 

' ■ ■ ■ • - • • - ' 

coping styles of college women. While those women are pursuing a some- 

-v:.r-'> '^-i--:- ^- - , ^ • . ■ 

what typical f fitia le' occupational ' go^l, elemmtary* &d secondary school* 
teaching, /their:, coping.* behavior indicates that these women ptesent a 
broad range of coping, Jrom highly adaptive problem solviii^to marginal 
adaptation,. non-cdping, or ^didance, denial^ etc. It is interesting 
to ndle that ||ie good copers exhibit work valties associated with high 
achievement ,^and personality characteristics* such as internal locu^ 



of control; that are generally related to good adjustment. The 
contrasting patterns of results between the solver and exfscressive 
drientatidn suggests the need to explore further the causes and con- 
sequences of the failure to deal rationally with problems. This stiidy 
lays the groundwork for the further exploration of coping and its 
relationship to successful adjustment. 
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Table 1 i 

' AREA 



. 'STEMS OF BEHAVIOR 

Coping Stems 



A. Authority • * 

6. When I am closely supetrvised^ I 
•9, If m^boss ctiticized me^ I- 
12. When someone gives me an order, I ^ 

32 . Whed I \m put -und^r pressure , I 

33. When my boss (teacher) and I ,dis^ree,^ I 
Bv' InterpersOTii Relationships ^ '''''' ^ \ : ■ ; 

3i If I couldn'/t agree with feifcw workers about what to do 

16. When someone I know ignores me, I 

17. If one of my friends is mad at me, I ' 
25. When I*m with people I don know. I 

27. When the person I'm closest to gets unhappy with me, I 

e. : Aggression / " • 

■ - ' ^' 
8. Iflien I get mad. I 

19. : When someone I^m working with makes me angry> 1-5 

21. When someone is rude to me, I ^ 

28. When somebody gives me a raw deal, 1 
31. Whefi I' lose my temper,^! 

D. Task Achievement 

2. When there is something difficult -to do, 

7. When work gets frustrating i' i \ 

13. If I haven't finished a job on time, I 

IS. When we are nbt getting the results we should at workj I 

24. When other people seem to" do better work than I do, I 



Anxiety - 



4. When I get depressed, 

'U, When . I get worried » I 

20. If I have a lot of problems that make me nervous, I 

23. When it looks as if nothing is going to work ojLit, I 

29. When something makes me dnxious, I 



' ' T^fale 2 



Category Descrlptibh 



Attempt to Resolve Interpetsonal Pfpbl&s with Appropriate individual(s) 

Goncerned. . _ . ' - 

Attsnpt to Make Amends or Exert Calming or Soothing Influence Upon Another, 
Ideational Problem Bfhavipr. \ ' ^ 

Other Overt Problem- Solving Behavior. \ 
iest for Aid of Advice " V 



Desire, to do Better or to Excel I V 

Simple Compliance \^ 
Compli^^e Plus Additional Effoft of Stfiusiasm 
Conditional Compliance V 
Unwilling Compliance . A 
Passive Acceptance /No Reaction _ , _ _ \. 
Helpless , Uncertain ^ * Qbnf used ^ Overwhelmed X 
Physical or Emptipnal Withdrawal ' \ 

Refusal of Probable Refusal \ 
Dysfunctilmai Substitute of (Somp'ensatofy. Activity Pbfsued 
Religious Responses * \ 
Coveft Control of Negative Affect \ 
Overt Behaviors Designed to Control Negative Affect , 
. Physical Attacfe Upon^ a Pet s or? V 
Verbal Aggression _ V _ 
Undifferentiated or Displaced Aggression • 
Passive Aggression ; : 

Standing Firm or Active Defense • 
Negative Hostile of Aggressive Affect . 
Negative Depressive of Anxious Affect 
Combination of Ne^tive Affect and Positive Attitude 
Combination of Negative Affect and Positive Behavior . 
Positive Affect 

Physiological or Involuntary Responses 
Procrastination '_■ _ 

Socially Undesirabile Behavior * 

Rationalization 

Self -Assessed Poor Peffbfmance 

Self -Assessed Mediocre Performance 

Self -Assessed Goo^ Performance - . 

Stimulus Resistaxvt Responses 



Table 3 



.RELIABILITIES OF SENTENCE COMPI^TION 



tnterrater Reliability : 87.5 



Total Coping Scores 
Confront - 

■■ ■ . 

Engagement ' 
Coping Effectiveness 



Internal - Consistency 

■ ■ ■ •65.'/ ■ - _ v 

.64 ■ . ' 
.71 



Test-^etestr 
RejUab-lllfy 

■ .66 

: .69 , . 

. - ;71 ■ 



Behavior Area? : 

. ._ ____ _ _ ✓ . 

Afchievement • 

Interpersonal Relations 



Amciety 
Aggression 



.79 
.76 
.76 
.74 
.77 




.14 

•37 . " 
.65 . : 
. 4-6- • 
.52 ; 
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)rrelations Betx^een Work And Family Orientation 
And Smt&ce Completion 



Mark and Family Orientation 



Copinsr Style s - ^ Mastery 

Solver : - / .2Z* 

Gontirol of Affect - . - 
Aggress ion . , 

No6-Coping -.i6* 
*Express3>e.o.£ Affect :^ : 



Work 



Competition 



.17* 



-.15^ 



.14 



m 



Fersonad 
Unconcern 



-•18^ 



Factor cScores 



Coping with Anxiety 
* • . • ' _ 

Cop ing" vit h Interpersonal 

Relat ions * ' . • 

Coping witfcf Auctibrity 

Coping ty'ith Task' 
.Achievement/. 

Coping with Aggression 



.20* 



.13^ 



m 



total Coping Scored ' 
Confront 

- - ■ _" _ _ . • 
"Ehgagemeht 

Coping-Effeotivenesi 



.13 
.15' 
.16= 



m- 



m 



m 



m 

* 



£ < .10 

£ < .05' 

£ < };01 



,Tabie. 5 



• Cbrrelafions betw^^S^'&i^ence Cbmpletibn (Factor and Total Scores) 



and 

Attitudes toward Work. and Family 



Attitudes ^ 

D^if e f or 
Advancement 



Co-ping Coping Coping Coping Coping ' Coiif ront Engage- Coping 
with with with with . i^ith ] ^ meni . Effec- 

Anxi^y IPR Author- Task Aggres- / tive- 
. , ' it3^ Achieve- sibn ' . ness 

_■ * .^ment . _ - '. , 



-.15* 



Desire for 

Spouse to have. -.21^ 
, well ^paying 
.job : 



-.31*** -.26** -.21** -.26^^* 



Desire for 
Well Paying, 
Job 



-.23** -.15 



m 



j^.24** -.16* -.22*^ 



Spouse to have 
' Prestigious 
Job J 



-.18* 



-.15 



m 



-.13 



m 



-.21** 



Personal 
Desire for 
Prestige 



^-.19* 



-.14 



m 



-.17* 



nnconcertxed 
about Cpduse 
with Better Job 



^.16 



m 



Educational 
Aspiration 



.16 



m 



.31*** 



.14 



.16' 



.22** 



.21** 



.25** :■ 



Reiacion of 
-zWork to 
Paraxiv 



.14 



m 



.18* .16 



.13 



m 



.19* 



.19* 



.19* 



Nuuber of 
Children /■ 
Desired 



-.28** 



--.23** -.23** -.24** -.20* 



• . * =1 £ < . 05 
** ^£ < .01 

*** " £ < i66i 
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Tible 6 V ^' - • y 

Cdrrelatibns Between Sentence Cpmpletibn (Cbping Style) 



and 



Attitudes 



Attitudes toward ^ Work and . Family ' 

. Coping StVre 

_ _ * ^ ebntrblj)f 

Sol'v:er Nbn-Copin^ Affect 



* Desire, for AivanceA: • 

ment , '\- : \: 

■- ■ \ - ' . ■ \ 

Desire fbr. Spouse , \ « ' 
tb *h^ve well: payiig ES-* 
job^ ' ^ 

Personal Desire f or\ ; . 
Uell Paying Job ^s^^Jz^** 

Spouse to have V ' _ 

PrBs4:-igibus--Jbb~-^- — --..IS" 



• 12 



Personal Desire 
_fbr Prestige 

L-nconcemad, about 
''Spouse with Better ' 
Job > - 

Educational 
Aspiration 



-.16^- 



Relation of Work 

— — . _ _ v 

to Family 



.20* 



-.17* 



Number of Children - 
Desired -.24** 



-•29*** 



=.14' 



-.21** 



-.19* 



. ■" Expressive 
Aggression of Affect 



,23** 



,24** 



.23** 



=.15 



m 



.25** 



.•14' 



.22** 



-.19* 



=.24** 



.24** 



- ^ 0 < .10 

* = £ <;.05 

** = £ < .ei 

*** = B <.odi' 
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Table 7 



Locus of 
Control 

* Gonrfonc- . . 
Avoid 

Self -Other 
Initiation 

Self -Other 
Solver . 

Seif-Ocher . ■ 
Implemen- 
tation 

Ins c rumen tali ty 
Fancasy 

independence 
-OSeaience 

Intrinsic- 
; Extrinsic 
Motivation 

Earned- 
Bestbwed 
Status 



Correlatiod of Sezitrehce^Cbinpletibn 
and ^ 
Views of Life 

Factor Scores 



total eoping Scores , 



Coping 
. with 
Anxiety 



.21* 



Coping Coping Coping / Coping Confrdnt Engage- Coping 



.16 
.i9 



* Expressivity 
of Affect 

Self-Esteem 

State of 
Reality • 

Self-Scai:£gr::::-, 

Inceileccual. 
Solver 

Self -Solver 

Satisfcctibh 
from Mastery 

Total Coping Score 



'with 
IPR 



• 22* 



.23**.. 



.14' 



-.22* 



.25* 



with with. I . with 
Author-. Task 1 A|gres- 
ity 



ment 



.17* . 

.24** -.13' 
.13° . 



m 



•,16 



Achieve-^ s ibn^, 
meht 



;m 



.17* 



.16^ 



.15 



m 



.15 
.19* 



.14 



m 



Effec- 
.tive- 
hess . 

. 20* 



.16* 



.27** 



.27** ' .29** 
-;i8* 



.29** 



.14 



m 



.13 



m 



.15 



m 



iii 



.14 
.17* 



.20* 
;17* 



.23** .24** .25** 



* * . . , Table 8 ^ . V' , . ^ 

■» • : Cbrreiaticins betwten Sentence dopple'tion . . ; 

■ ■■ ■ ' ' : " •and ' - ' •• . * ; ' ' 

Views'of. Life ' - ■ ■ ■ 

/ " ' ^ ^ : ; Coping St^W ' . • ' . \ ^ 

U V * : -.^ ^ " S diver ^ Non-Coping' Con t trol Aggress idti , Affecc, 

. Locus 'of ' ; ;* - ' ' ; .: .* ^ . ' ' ■ : ^ * ^ - * 
- _ Cmitrol — : .28** -.14^; • * 'V* ' ' - -^15™- . ' - 

• Confrbnt- . ■ , ^ ^ ■ . - * ' * 

, . Seif-'dther* ^ ^ * . * - ' ^ * ^ 

Initiation .19* ; , : . : ■ . ^ . t . ' 

. Seif-dther . . . ' ^ / * ' , -\ 

Sel|3&her . . • , ^ ^ , _ ' ■[/■ ^ " a" 

Impl^en-- * ■ *^ '^.16* : •14™"' V; ' ' ' 

tation • * , • . ^ * \- • 



ladebendence ' • «in ' ' >- % 

-pBedience' '* •''-.V''-^ - - --1^* 

\Incrinsib-: v ' * , / - . , ■ " * ^ ■■ " ': 

Extrinsic "* ' . . / " ' " , ' , ' }i 

iHbtivatxbn ' . • • ' V , • - ' 



Bestowed ; v ^; ' ' ' ^ .13?' 



':^tatus * • 

* Cqrttrdt- 



^14"^ ^ - ■ ■ '-..13°^ 

of\^ Affect -.^ • ^a;. r. ■ ^ - • ■; ■ • • 

Sel^-Esteem ' ^ . , -^ilrS"* • .23** 

State of • " 
Reality ' 




teilectual - . ^. : - ' • . > 



-Solver - ' ^ i ' * e *13 

Self -Solver ; ' ' ' _ 



-13 • . .18* 



Sat^isf Action 



Total, Coping.. Score 



ERIC • . • > ■ ■ .].■ .23 . - . 



^ J« ■ •-■ ■ '- ■ 



Si 



Correlatioris B.etwe^ Sentence 
. . .. ^,^3 Grad^- 'feiutf Average 



/ 



- V - • 



* Solver-- 

' Cbtitral of Affect . 



V. • Aggressijon ' ' 

Expt'pssive- of AffectVt ^ 



' gr^de To iQt ^Average 



tactbr^ 'Scoyes. : ^ * ' 

. _ : _ _ .'_ : "fiL* 

Copxurg wit'H'Anxiety " 

Coping vith inperpefsbnai Relations . 
.'^ HGbp'irlg* vich Aiithbtity _ . 

Coping with "Jask Achievenenc 
^ Gopia3't>rith Aggression : 



tis 
ns 



• 16 

ViS 

as 
.19 



tb2* 
.04* 
.05*. 



.03* 




■ Toc^l' Copj^ag Scoi^es^ 

Confront . 
Engagement 

Coping EffecpivCTess 

•r - .4 ^ : 

• . , 3 




• ■■■ 



. - — 



£ < .10 

- i^^ ns Noc/signif icanc 



. ns, 
ns 
tis" 



Cbrrelatibns between Sehtence^fcbmpletibn (total ebping Scores) and 
I Structural^^alysis of Social Behavior 



Other F-ocases- cfar^Ie 
■ • i .'. 

Encourage ftiexidW 
AuConomv. 



Invoke Hostile 
Atttonoiay 

Hostile Power' 

Friendly Influeiiie^ 

'Affiliatipn . | * , 

Autonomy ^ "/ f 

' ^- - ' -- ~ _ ^ - 

Other F ocuses^n Self 

Enjoy Friendly 
Autonomy 

Take Hostile Autonomy 

Friendly Accept 

Affiliation 

Autononv 



- ^ . - I., 
tmcourage menaly 

Autonomy 

Invb fceilS? s t il e 
Autbnbmy 

Hostile Power 

Friendly Influence 

Affiliation 

Autonoray 

I Focus oh Self 

Enjof . Friendly 
Autonomy 

Take Hostile 
Autonomy 

Hbsitile Comply 

Friendly Accept 

Affiliation ' * ' 

Autonbray . 



r.b r'A L * COPING scores 



Confront 
.21* 

-.36*** 

-.19* 
.21* 
.32*** 



-.31^^* 



.14 

• 22^ 



.15"^ 
.1.9^' 



.14 



m 



Engagement 
.18* ' 

-.28^* 

-.13° 
.20^ 

„24** 



,15 



-.27^^^ 



.23** 



m 



.15 
.18* 



-.14 



m 



.IBS- 



Coping Effectiveness 
• .23** . , 

•i ' 

4 

-.37*** 

-.20* 
- . .24?* 



.19* 
-.34*** 

.31*** 



.14 



.16* 
.22* 



= .20* 



*<>-^ • - . ■ . k ■ 

Cbrrelatibns between Seiitence;.Cbi4pletioii (Factor Scores) and 
Structural Analysis pf Social Behavia^ 

' \ ' '. • F A-C T 0 R S C 0 R E S ■ . - 

• - . ^ I ' , .- — 

• Coping Coping . Coping Coping' Coping 
with with .with." .with/-' with 

• . * Anxiety IPR ' . Authority . -Task Aggression 

Wf Coticert ^ ■ Achieve-. ^ - . ^' • 
' — :^ • -ment . f* 

Accept; knjdy self .22* .15^ • ' 

* Reject Self . / 

Oppress" Self • ^ . -.14^ ' ' ' i 

Manage/ cultivate self ,21* ^ • ^ ^ -.17* ' 

Affiliation- - .19* *15^ ' 

Autonoinyi , " . . 

Qth^'> Focuses on Me ^ 

•Encourage Friendly .19* - .27** ^ 

Autononiy ' -^^^ ■ ' " ■ . " \ 

. rnvofce Sostile^ .^^^^ ; ■ - _ • 

.uitouony J V : . - * • 

Hostile ?wer -.24-*^ ^.24** 

Friencxy Influence - . ;*19" . .2*3- ■ 

Affiliation . .23-^ .36** .25^* ' ' : 

Autondtny » ' 

Other Focuses on Self ^ . • : . *. , 

^Erijoy Friendly V ya9* - -w26*^:. ' 

Autdhot^ N / I: ^ - 

Take Hostile Autonomy ^ 14^ «:.34ft*5fe . -1"36*** ' , ' -*19* 

Hostile^ Comply ^ -.13"^ ■ -^38^**^ ' . --^16^. ■ 

F-rlendly Accept - .is"' - --.18* ^ 

Affiliation ^ • .17^^ .36^^** ::^25*'^ * f .15^ 

Autonomy - ;i5°^ \ t 

I Focus on Other ' ' j y 

Encourage Friendly . . ;14? ^ . . 

Aucbhbmy , 

Invoke Hostile '-x . m . ' 

Autonomy '^"^"^K^ ^'^^ , ! 

Hostile Power -.24'^^ -.17* / - 

Friendly Influence / ^20^ 

Affiiiacion / . .30*** .22* 



Mabie 11 (continued) 



. Cbreeiations between (Factor Scores) and 

S V - StrUcturai fiaaiysis of Social" Behavior 



I; Focus on Self 



friexvliy.,; 
Aut ondors^^ ^■•'•^^^ 



. *^ Auc6noiny: 
Hostile Comply 
Friendly Accept 
Affiiiatida 
;Aut<?upniy 



FACTOR 



SCORES 



with 



, Coping ' Coping 
with -with with ' with 

l^R Authority , Task 'Aggression 



• 17* 



Achiev-e-- 



-.33*** -.19* 



-.14' 



:33*** 



.15' 



m 



-Vis: 



m 



.13 



m . 



= o. < .10 
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J" 



. ^- ^^^^^ ^2 . ;, ' 

CortelatiotK Betwett Sentence eompiitlra (ebping Style) and 



^ :- - C 0 ? I N G _ .:S T Y L E 



. : , Solver tNon-Cbping Cbntrbl Asfgressibn Eipressive of 
Self Co nc^Dt - " ■ ' ' ' of Affect Affect 



Other Focuses on Me 



Autbhomv- 



Invoke Hostile 
i^tondtny 



IFbcus on Other 



Autondniy ■ 



.14^ 



-^Accepr;- enjoy^^ l ff =>-— — . ^,2 4*^^^^^^ ^ / ^^^ ^, ^8*^ 

Reject Self ' '•■ ' . " • "-..iP ■ :v . - ' 

Oppress Self -^17* .23.** 

Manage* cultivate self r ^ .14°^ 

Affiliation * . ■ .18* .18* ^.20* 

Autbnbrny -.26* 



e Frxendiy; ' oAi* - ,.>m 



.24** -.13^ 



-.38*** v20* ^ .27** 

■ Hostile Power ^ -.28** .13^ -.15°^ ' - .17* ^ 

Friendly Influence .15^ .15^ -.15® • ^.14^ 

Affiliacibn ; ' ■ .34*** -•13^ > . ■ . -.25** 

Atttonony ^ -.29*** *.17* 

:^y^?rienaiy ::: ,,/S^^2^^^^ - ' • : ' " -MS* 

Autonomy : . •r-*" , _ - -.15« 

take Hostile AutbSbmy ' -.33*** ^ .22* 

tostile Conp^y . -.20* / ; .15^ ' 

Friendly Accept ^ * • . 

Affiliation ^.33*** ' -.18* 

Autdndipy .13°^ -^16* : .19* * ' 



invokeoHostile --^.20*. • 

Authority. ; i 

Hbstile Power -.19*. ; • .13™ 

FrieTidly Influence f ^ i26** -.19* 

Affiiiatifen ■ ^22** ^ • v \ .\ ' - ia"^ 

Aatbnbmy ^ ^ ;15^' -.25** T Til* _ . 



; , : \ : ; ■ . - fable: 12 -(coatinaed) 

Coxnrelat ions between Sentence eompietion (Coping ^^S and 
/ ^''^X-- I . ' Structural Analysis of Social* Behavior 

> COPING. STYLE ' 

- ': - - i Solver Non-Goping Contrbi, Aggression Expressive ^of 

I Focus on Self - • . of Affect^ ■ ' ' Affect '^^ 



=S^gy^ Frl endly^Autonc«iy^ ^^^^ =:^8*- 



< .10 . 

* f £ < .05 
*s < .01 
\= ^ < .001 



take H^stMe Autonomy -.27** ^17*. 
, Hostile Gomply --15° . -.25** ii6° 

Friendly Accept • . . , 

Affiliation "" .27** -.20* .\ .16° -.17* 

Autonomy ... ,. ! , ' .28** , -;14° 
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_^ Correlations Mbng Sentence 
Completion variables 



Coping^ t yres ^ 



Solver 

Control of Affect 
Aggression 
Non-Cop ihg 
Expressive of Affect 

Factor Scores 

Coping with Anxiety 

doping with 'intei:- 
persbhal Relations 

Coping with Authority 

Coping with Task_ 
Achieveoenc " 

Copins ivith Aggres- 
»• sibh 

/ . . - . 

Total Coping Scores 
Confront - 



5tvles 



Solver Control, of Aggression Nbh-Cdping Expressive 

-Affect^— - zz^:-zz:^zz-.::i::-z:::::^ypj^feaC- 



3 ->■■ 



Coping-Effectiveness 



.51*** 

.72*** 
.53*'^-* 

.57*** 



.83*** 
,82*** 
.88*** 



-.03 



.36*** 

.06 
.05 

.19* , 

;13=''' 



.28** 

.14° 

.23** 



-. 08r~-v 
. '-.33*** 



.00 

.00 
-.21* 

-.i4°'' : 

..24** 



-.02 

-.16* 

-.20* 



-.43*** 
.03 
.03 



-.16' 



m 



.25** 
.15*. 

.28** 

.11 



;38*** 
;39*** 
.36*** 



-;6d*** 
.37*** 
.01 

-.06 



-.72*** 

-.61*** 
-i 52*** 

-.53*** 

-.51**'* 



.79*** 
. 69*** 
. 86*** 



_ ■ £. <.10 

' * < .OS';.' 

** » £ < .01 

• .'^^ * 2. -001 
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